I bought a new air conditioner a week ago to replace one that coughed and died on a very hot Sunday. The carton contained not one but two purchase information surveys, clearly labelled as "market research." Each one, if fully completed, would have yielded more than 100 items of information about me, my wife, or my household. The prospective use of this information in some future database was made clear in the following:
Your answers will be used . . . to help us better serve you in the future. They will also allow you to receive important mailings and special offers from a number of companies whose products and services r other information indicated above. Through this selective program you will be able to obtain more information about activities in which you are involved and less about those in which you are not. Please This familiar example of the pass-along exploitation of survey data on individuals can be multiplied many times over. Thanks to the ubiquitous computer, individual transactions of every sort are being registered, stored, shared, or sold as information by agencies of government or by the private sector. . . .
The Pledge of Respondent Anonymity: Affirming a Covenant
What, then, do we promise potential respondents and why? The wording varies, but in most surveys, we pledge to safeguard the anonymity of respondents and to maintain the confidentiality of their responses to specific questions.
Put simply, except under special circumstances, we don't reveal who took part or what they said. . . .
Why do we make this promise to potential respondents-one that creates legal entanglements, as others will attest to presently? One reason is obvious: We seek their cooperation and frankness in the interview, and a pledge of anonymity has long been felt to be indispensable to both. . . .
Another powerful determinant of the concern to protect respondent privacy emerged as the field of marketing and opinion research began to professionalize: the enactment of codes of professional ethics. . . .
Codes serve two other manifest purposes . . . professional self-regulation to forestall threats posed by governmental regulation of research practices-the threat from without-and enunciating standards to differentiate good from bad research-the threat from within, posed by charlatans and fast-buck operators . . . . In a related vein, more recently, we can point to extensions of the codes that define "non-research": unacceptable practices performed under the guise of research, such as "sugging" [selling] and "frugging" [fund raising] or self-selected call-in pseudopolls.
Protecting Respondent Privacy: Problems and Pitfalls
What, then, is the problem of privacy protection if such exemplary codes exist to guide our professional conduct? Practically speaking, one can identify at least three main components to the problem. First and foremost, despite our brave words, we cannot guarantee blanket protection. . . . Here is the AAPOR Code's provision dealing with this issue:
Unless the respondent waives confidentiality for specified uses, we shall hold as privileged and confidential all information that might identify a respondent with his or her responses. We shall also not disclose or use the names of respondents for non-research purposes unless the respondents grant us permission to do so. This standard is equally categorical in its thrust and meaning. But as a few of our colleagues have painfully learned and can attest, the situation is quite different from a legal standpoint. There is no qualified privilege of immunity for survey researchers akin to the one enjoyed -3-by doctors or lawyers in the ordinary course of their work. document and convince them of the unique, indispensable We must obey the law, and doing so, as when responding to a discovery subpena, may force us to violate our pledge to them-unless we accept the personal costs of keeping faith with our respondents or adopt routine procedures . . . that effectively prevent breaches of respondent anonymity.
Second, you obviously have to know about a code [of ethics] for it to be effective. Some researchers who belong to an association with a code or to an organization whose principals do are incompletely socialized to its injunctions or tend to see them as not very relevant to their everyday practices. . . . More often, it is data gatherers who don't see themselves as members of a professional community who are devoid of qualms about sharing or selling information. . . .
A third practical problem is the opportunity for inadvertent or willful violation of privacy and confidentiality due to the transfer of data from one site to another. The scruples of safeguards of the original data-collecting agency may not be adhered to by others as the information moves along the line. Bills recently introduced into the Congress by Sen. Barbara Boxer (D-CA) and by Rep. Dean Gallo (R-NJ) dramatically pinpoint this aspect of the problem. The Boxer bills seek to preserve anonymity by requiring informed consent by individuals to the sharing of information on driver's licenses or owner's registrations. The Gallo bills place limits on the transfer of governmental or private records that contain individual Social Security numbers, or indeed on the sale or rental of names on any list, without written consent. These are examples of legislative safeguards that, if passed, would threaten the entire research enterprise.
Searching for Solutions
What's to be done in dealing with these problems? There are no easy answers or pat solutions. But I would point to three paths we can follow in our collective interest. First, we must strengthen our self-regulatory capabilities by revising and updating our existing codes to provide clear, realistic guidance to the research community. As part of this task, we also need to be concerned about code implementation: developing effective procedures for dealing with alleged violations; actively publicizing the code to our association members; assisting them to adopt work rules and explicit procedures to ensure privacy protection, including periodic staff training and indoctrination; and building awareness by the media and others of how the code helps to define professional work of high quality.
Second, we need to confront and, when possible, blunt the force of the legal and regulatory challenges that continue to multiply by actively supporting CMOR. In the ceaseless campaign to maintain the conditions under which high quality research can continue to be preformed, only an organized, well-funded effort stands a chance of success. Self-regulation is a necessary but hardly sufficient condition for gaining qualified exemptions to privacy protection laws that are not aimed at research practices but that, if enacted, would nevertheless alter the research enterprise in fundamental ways.
Third, while we reform ourselves and try to avoid governmental straightjackets, we need to reach out to strategic sectors of our society and to the pubic at large to contributions made by our research to a host of critical public and private sector decisions. Only through concerted efforts made over a period of time can we hope to shape the environment in which our research activities are evaluated. In particular, we need to reassure our potential respondents that, as a recent RIC [Research Industry Coalition] privacy statement concludes, "the information they provide for marketing and opinion research purposes will be handled in accordance with professional standards that safeguard their privacy." . . . Arlington, Virginia, March 21, 1994 (Proceedings, pp. 213-223 Three interconnected organizational features make it especially difficult for large government survey organizations to accept innovation and change. They are (a) the coexistence of two quite different work cultures (research and operations), (b) major differences in the dominant value systems of those cultures, and (c) the difficulty of resolving those differences in a hierarchi-cally oriented organization. . . .
Why Innovation Is Difficult in Government Surveys
My comments, and many of the examples I'll use here, draw on my experience at the Census Bureau, as well as on multiple conversations and experiences with other federal agencies. The concerns I describe are by no means limited to only one government survey organization. These ideas also draw heavily on having maintained a research program on the evolution and adoption of new technologies throughout much of my career. . . .
Operations Versus Research Cultures
. . . Some government surveys are incredibly large and complex, so that not only do they present huge operational problems, but much of the specific knowledge for designing and implementing them must come from research that only the host agency can design and implement. . . .
One of my early experiences at the Census Bureau was to chair a working group tasked with developing a priority listing of research undertakings. There was one research endeavor about which I felt very strongly-it had to do with development of respondent-friendly design for questionnaires. It seemed to be well received by the group.
-4-Perhaps you can imagine my surprise when at the time the rankings were to be done, a person whom I thought I had convinced of its importance was ready to rank it dead last. When I recovered enough to ask why, the answer was simple: "Oh, I agree it's important, but you've convinced me it'll work. Therefore, we don't need to test it; let's just do it!" Some people at the Census Bureau are part of an operations culture-there's a job to be done, and if we are going to do "research" let's not waste those efforts on things that we are confident will work. . . . Impressionistic evaluations of an idea are often considered adequate, and control groups, although desirable, are often viewed as expendable.
Other employees are part of a research culture. They would declare just as emphatically, "That's what research is all about-we figure out something we think will work and then we go test it to find out for sure and to learn exactly why and how it works-that's just common sense."
Under these circumstances, it should not be surprising that proposed tests of innovative ideas sometimes become a tug-of-war. . . .
Both research and practice are essential to the success of government survey organizations, and the involvement of both is crucial for achieving the adoption of new technologies and procedures for large government surveys. However, the perceived needs of one often interfere significantly with needs of the other. When "test" dollars are scarce, a frequent result is to attempt to get individual projects to serve both as practice and research vehicles. Those from the operations culture often want an aspect of everyone's work to be included in a test, with the development of team skills being part of the test, while those from the research culture often want to limit the objectives of a project so results can be interpreted unequivocally. The unfortunate and frequent result of these competing concerns is that the objective of neither is accomplished as well as anyone would like.
Unfortunately, the major barrier to needed innovations . . . is far more complex than differences in philosophy of what innovative ideas are important to test and how they should be tested. This barrier stems from differences in the core value systems of each culture and a division of responsibility that results in some issues being overemphasized at the expense of others.
Core Value Systems of the Research and Operations Cultures
There are four commonly recognized sources of data collection error (Groves, 1989) . When surveys are designed, attempts should be made to limit error from each of them.
These sources of error include coverage error: the result of units of a population (e.g., people, households, or organizations) not having a known, nonzero probability of being included in the sample drawn to represent that population;
sampling error: the result of not including in our sample all units of the population of interest; measurement error: obtaining inaccurate answers to the survey questions as a result of poor question wording, poor interviewing, survey mode effects, and/or the respondent's behavior; and nonresponse error: the result of nonresponse from people who, had they been surveyed, would have provided different answers than those who did respond to the survey. . . . One of the major reasons that government surveys are often disorganized in appearance, questions are not clearly communicated, and mail out procedures sometimes less effective than they could be is that the potential scientific base for such decisions is mostly ignored, and/or squeezed out of consideration in the design process. A major reason for this state of affairs is described below.
The core value system of the research culture in the Census Bureau and most other government agencies is statistics. Professionals whose training is in the sciences whose concepts define measurement and nonre-sponse error issues are few in number and generally lack influence in the design process. The give-and-take of working groups results in statistical decisions be-coming the province of the research culture, while matters related to measurement and nonresponse often get turned over to individuals who represent the opera-tions culture.
Becoming successful in an operations culture requires well-developed skills that have almost nothing to do with reducing measurement and nonresponse error. Organizing large numbers of people to get tasks done accurately, on time, and at a low unit cost is deemed the more relevant skill. Success in the operations culture does not require being familiar with research specializing in nonresponse and measurement issues. Therefore, it should not be surprising when these critical error issues get mostly ignored in the design process.
The result is that while measurement and nonresponse issues have emerged as increasingly important sources of data collection error, there has not been a corresponding emergence of significant numbers of professionals to design theoretically based projects needed to assure the development and implementation of appropriate innovations for addressing those concerns. . . .
Division of Labor and Hierarchy
Attempts to balance the competing pulls of operations and research are frequently made through the application of procedures that can be described as hierarchical decision making. . . .
Common sense decisions that emanate from organizational hierarchies are often predicated on very different considerations from the dilemma that produced the issue that needed to be decided on. In particular, it's here that measurement and nonresponse issues are decided, losing out to operations issues on the one hand and statistical ones on the other. . . .
From the standpoint of innovation in a rapidly changing technological environment, hierarchical processes make the cultural and value system concerns I've already discussed more difficult to address. The downside of hierarchy in a situation in which innovation is needed is that it forces large amounts of critical information upwards through a series of smaller and smaller funnels. Not only -5-is it a slow process, but the information that eventually alternatives, which themselves require changes in other gets through represents only a selected fraction of the original message. In addition, the information that is finally communicated may bear very little resemblance to the original message that was attempted to be fed through the multiple administrative levels.
Summary of Three-Part Problem
To summarize, the argument I have made here is that needed innovation in how government surveys get accomplished is often thwarted by three interconnected problems. First, two cultural orientations of professionals in large statistical agencies exist side by side, both of which are essential to conducting surveys important to the nation-they are the research and operations cultures. The research culture by its nature is the one most frequently looked to as the source for defining and testing . . . potential survey innovations. The operations culture is, by its nature, the one most frequently looked to for assuring that successful large-scale surveys are accomplished on time and within budget. People who subscribe to each of these cultures often bring very different goals to the work groups charged with testing innovative ideas, which I've described as practicing and rehearsing on the one hand versus formal experimentation on the other.
By tradition and by numbers, the research culture is dominated by the discipline of statistics, whose theoretical expertise rests primarily in the area of sampling error and general statistical design. Measurement error and nonresponse error-the theoretical basis of which reside in cognitive psychology, influence psychology, and sociology-generally are not well represented in either the research or operations cultures, especially at higher administrative levels. Although at the Census Bureau these skills are clearly represented in the research culture by staff from the Center for Survey Methods Research, it needs to be recognized that this Center is far too small to muster the needed influence within the research culture for dealing adequately with nonresponse and measurement error issues. Professionals with these skills and orientation are almost entirely lacking in the operational divisions.
The detrimental and unfortunate result is that in the inevitable give-and-take that goes into design and tests, matters of measurement and nonresponse are relegated to a considerable degree to being matters of "procedure" more appropriate to the domain of those who subscribe to the operations culture. There, often stripped of their theoretical underpinnings and no longer seen as matters of critical survey error, they become trade-offs against matters considered of equal or greater importance, such as postal procedures, per-unit mailing costs, and so forth, by those who subscribe to the operations culture.
The hierarchical nature of government acts as an additional enforcer of this process in multiple ways, including personnel and printing policies that are largely outside the control of any individual agency. It also encourages issues to move slowly up and down levels of an organization, where proposals for change run a gauntlet biased toward the status quo. Other things being equal, individuals who were not in the room when the nature of a possible innovation was discussed seem likely to find current procedures and policies more attractive than parts of an operating organization.
Toward a Solution
A first step toward a meaningful solution to these interconnected issues that thwart needed innovation is to bring into government agencies in significant numbers professionals with training in the theories relevant to defining, identifying, and resolving measurement and nonresponse error issues. For research to positively affect governm be done on government surveys. At present, the professionals are not there in sufficient numbers to make a big difference. Further, the organizational struc-ture tends to leave little doubt as to the priority of errors. When I came to the Bureau, I learned that the descriptions of error sources tended to divide the world into sampling and nonsampling error. Whenever some-thing is categorized under the label as "non," that usu-ally implies not well defined or understood.
We have reached the time in survey history when both measurement and nonresponse error need direct and focused attention from more than a few individuals. Much of the progress that needs to be made in, for example, designing mixed mode surveys, utilizing telephone surveys for a public increasingly inclined not to respond willingly by that means, and bringing new survey technologies on-line that may lack inherent respondent-friendliness (e.g., responding to recorded messages by punching answers into a touch-tone phone) depends on it.
A second step is to build the capability for understanding and working to overcome measurement and nonresponse error into the operations, as well as the research, culture. This is not to suggest that efforts to deal with measurement and nonresponse belong mostly in the operations divisions. However, decisions that are made at operational levels are the ones that most directly affect measurement and nonresponse. . . . Unless an understanding of measurement and nonresponse issues permeates the operations culture, I suspect these aspects of error will continue to be traded off to per-unit mailing cost and other considerations that completely ignore considerations of survey error. The avenues for accomplishing this include making in-service training on these issues a priority, hiring people with previous training in these areas, and building a research capability and interest into the operational divisions of the organization.
The second step is especially important with regard to those parts of national survey organizations charged with testing and acquiring new computer and other information technologies. The criteria applied to deciding within the operations culture what advancements in such technologies are important tend not to be concerned with the reduction of survey error. Rather, they are likely to be influenced most by per-unit interviewing or printing costs and other efficiency considerations that are quite separate from measurement and nonresponse error considerations.
The acquisition of new computer technologies is one of the main driving forces behind innovation in government survey organizations. Therefore, it is especially important that professionals with expertise in reducing measurement and nonresponse error be located in these units so that -6-new technologies are likely to help mitigate rather than confound efforts to reduce measurement and nonresponse error. . . .
The third step is to deal effectively with organizational structure, or the problem of hierarchy.
. . . The issue of hierarchy in government survey organizations has two facets. One of them is the separation of research and operations cultures into separate, often competing, divisions so that disagreements must invariably get played out at higher levels. The second issue is how to link them together so that one does not entirely dominate the other. A government survey organization that allows either the research culture or operations culture to control the other one will neither be innovative in an effective way nor will it conduct, in the long run, high quality surveys. The organizational structure that is needed is one that encourages each to influence the other and allows disagreements to be worked out quickly, at lower levels under an umbrella of shared purpose.
This concern is the reason that many organizations have developed matrix management. For example, the dollars to conduct a project are assigned to a project manager, who then recruits people from appropriate home divisions to staff it. Personnel get evaluated in their home division for professional competence and by the project manager for contribution to the success of the project. Therefore, dual accountability exists. . . .
A fourth step toward addressing the concerns I have raised in this presentation is to increase people's understanding of the multidimensional nature of survey error. For example, just as cognitive psychologists need to understand the fundamentals of sampling error, statisticians need to understand the fundamentals of measurement error. Professionals who identify primarily with the operational culture need to understand and appreciate these fundamentals just as members of the research culture need to gain an understanding of the special operational difficulties associated with doing large-scale surveys. A noteworthy effort to provide a cross-disciplinary training program in the theoretical basis of multiple sources of survey error is the NSF-supported Univ. of Maryland/Univ. of Michigan Joint Program in Survey Methodology.
Finally, I think it is important to place the ideas expressed here into the larger context that has influenced the development of this presentation. The general nature of the issues and solutions that I have discussed here are not unique to government survey organizations. Univs., large corporations, and others all find themselves struggling with how to facilitate needed innovation, rather than unnecessarily thwarting it. Neither should the specific comments and examples be viewed as any sort of condemnation of the tremendous accomplishments of our nation's statistical system, which I greatly admire. Rather, they are intended as a discussion of the realities thrust upon us by the information age, with its technological and social imperatives. The success of our government survey organizations in meeting the data needs of the 21st century depends on responding to these concerns.
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Virginia Bill to Regulate Election Polls Defeated
Childhood Immunization Birth Certificate Follow-Back
tional Immunization Program will develop and test survey design alternatives for health depts. to measure immunization levels for 24-to 35-month-olds. Using samples drawn from birth certificate files in West Virginia, New Mexico, and Maryland, the costs and quality of data collected by telephone and mail will be evaluated through a medical provider records check. Guidelines will be developed for health depts. on sample design, respondent location methods, collection of im-munization history, data quality assessment, and esti-mation and reporting of coverage rates. Project Director: Paul Biemer. Study: 1996 (NPSAS:96) . This mixed-mode survey addresses issues of student financial aid policy and practice. A sample of nearly 1,100 postsecondary institutions in the United States and Puerto Rico will be selected. Financial aid and enrollment data will be collected from undergraduate, graduate, and professional students, and a subsequent CATI survey will be conducted with a subsample of the students and their parents. Project Director: John Riccobono. 1995 Lakota Local School District Survey. This study examined the opinions of residents of the Lakota School District in Butler County, Ohio, on a range of education issues, including the financing of education, education policy issues, and the performance of various individuals involved directly with the education of students in the district. CATI interviews were conducted in January with a list sample of 317 registered voters in the school district. Project Director: Alfred Tuchfarber.
Evaluation of Demonstration for Medicaid Extension of
National Postsecondary Student Aid
Center for Survey Research University of Massachusetts-Boston
The Ohio Poll. Sponsored by the Univ. of Cincinnati and the Cincinnati Post, the Ohio Poll is a periodic, RDD CATI survey. The May (n = 794), September (n = 961), and October (n = 819) Polls asked Ohio adults questions on consumer confidence and the 1994 elections for U.S. senator and Ohio governor. The May Poll also asked about quality of life and the death penalty; the September Poll included opinions on health care; and the October Poll examined hopes and fears for 1995, quality of health, quality of education, education funding, and judicial elections and campaigns. Director: Alfred Tuchfarber. The Ontario Student Drug Use Survey. The goal of this biennial study, conducted on behalf of the Addiction Research Foundation and funded by the government of Ontario, is to measure trends in adolescent awareness and use of t sampling strategy randomly selects school boards, schools, and classes across Ontario for participation. Approximately 4,000 students in grades 7, 9, 11, and 13 will complete self-administered questionnaires in class between February and April. Project Manager: John Pollard.
Participation in Gambling and Games of Chance in Ontario.
RDD CATI interviews were conducted with 1,000 respondents across Ontario to answer questions about their gambling habits. The term "gambling" was used to include buying lottery tickets, going to casinos, betting on horse races, and playing other games of chance. The study, conducted on behalf of the Addiction Research Foundation with funding from the government of On-tario, sought to gather baseline data prior to the anticipated opening of several casinos across the province. Project Manager: David Northrup.
Institute for Survey Research Temple University
1601 North Broad Street, Room 502, Philadelphia, PA 19122; 215-204-8355; Fax: 215-204-3797 1995 National Alcohol Study (NAS)-Spouse Supplement. This supplement to the 1994-95 NAS will be conducted with NIAAA funding for the Alcohol Research Group of the Univ. of California, Berkeley. The spouse/cohabiting partner supplement will yield approximately 1,400 face-toface interviews and will be conducted from April through December in conjunction with the 1994-95 NAS. In addition to collecting data on drinking patterns and problems related to drinking, the survey will collect data on intrafamily violence from both partners in separate interviews. Study Director: Frederick Licari.
Survey Mode Effects in Epidemiological Drug Use Studies.
This survey is funded by NIDA to evaluate the impact of computer-assisted, self-administered inter-viewing techniques on self-reporting of drug usage. In the second half of 1995, about 3,000 randomly se-lected respondents aged 12 through 34 in primarily ur-ban areas of the United States will be interviewed. Respondents will be randomly assigned to one of two interviewing modes: hard copy or laptop self-administered questionnaires. Principal Investigator: W. Aquilino (Univ. of Wisconsin); Study Director: Karol Krótki.
Use of Services and Subsequent Course of Drinking in
Rural Drinkers. This survey is funded by NIAAA to identify problem drinkers and to implement an interview covering medical, behavioral, demographic, and socioeconomic characteristics. The target is 500 baseline RDD CATI interviews with six-month follow-ups, all to take place in the second half of 1995. Principal Investigator: K. Rost (Univ. of Arkansas); Study Director: Karol Krótki. 
Letters and Science Survey Center University of Wisconsin-Madison
Study of American Families: Supplement to General Social Survey (GSS).
This study marks the first time that siblings of GSS respondents have been inter-viewed. This NSFfunded project involves CATI inter-views focusing on how family members resemble one another in their attitudes and opinions, current and past jobs, and educational careers. The study will continue through May with an expected total of 1,500 respon-dents-one selected brother or sister from each possible GSS respondent who completed an interview in the spring of 1994. Principal Investigator: Robert Hauser.
Mathematica Policy Research
Princeton, New Jersey P.O. Box 2393 , Princeton, NJ 08543-2393 609-799-3535; Fax: 609-799-0005 Recipient Food Stamp Trafficking Study. The USDA, Div. of Food and Consumer Services (FCS) is sponsoring this three-year study of the motivations for food stamp trafficking, the characteristics of traffickers, the dynamics of trafficking, and appropriate methodology for future research. The study began with seven focus groups. In April, face-to-face interviews with 720 food stamp recipients in the Baltimore, Spokane, and Denver areas will begin, with personal cassette players and self--11-administered answer sheets to be used for information on illegal activities. Qualitative data will also be collected using postsurvey focus groups and interviews with Food Stamp officials and traffickers. Project Director and Co-Principal Investigator: James Ohls; Survey Director and Co-Principal Investigator: Anne Ciemnecki. 
Minnesota Center for Survey Research
HIV Cost and Services Utilization Study (HCSUS).
NORC is a subcontractor to RAND for this AHCPR-sponsored study to collect data on a national probability sample of persons receiving medical care for HIV to analyze the content and cost of services provided and their consequences for the individual and society. Starting next October, CAPI interviews will be conducted with 3,700 patients four times over an 18-month period. Data from patients' medical, financial, and pharmacy records will also be collected. Principal Investigator: Martin Shapiro (UCLA); Project Director: Carol-Ann Emmons.
Northwestern University Survey Laboratory Northwestern University
625 Haven Street, Evanston, IL 60208-1450; 708-491-8759; Fax: 708-467-1564 
1993/94 Chicago Community Policing Evaluation Project.
This two-wave panel telephone survey of 2,573 Chicago adults was part of a large-scale evaluation of the implementation of the Chicago Police Dept.'s community policing anticrime strategy. Interviews were conducted in English and Spanish with residents of nine Chicago community areas. Households in each area were sampled via a Chicago reverse directory and RDD with geographic screening for eligibility. The study was sponsored by the Center for Urban Affairs and Policy Research, Northwestern Univ. Principal Investigator: Wes Skogan. Eugene, OR 97403-1291; 503-346-0822; Fax: 503-346-5026; E-mail: osrl@oregon.uoregon.edu 1994 Oregon Alumni and Student Surveys. CATI interviews were conducted with 1,190 Univ. of Oregon alumni and 764 students on satisfaction with the quality and value of their education; undergraduate teaching; academic advising; integration of research into teaching; selfassessed gains in writing, public speaking, knowledge, critical thinking, leadership, tolerance, appreciation of art and music, independence, and the ability to gather and analyze data for problem solving; and perceptions of the Univ.'s strengths and weaknesses. Answers to computer skills and language proficiency questions will be compared with results from the 1994 Oregon Population Survey. Principal Investigator: Patricia Gwartney-Gibbs; Project Director: Amy Barlow. Chinese American Mental Health. This second wave of an NIMH-funded longitudinal study of 1,751 Chinese Americans between the ages of 18 and 65 who reside in Los Angeles County, California, will run through December 1995. This study uses a modification of the Composite International Diagnostic Interview for face-to-face interviews in an epidemiological study of Chinese American mental health to determine the prevalence of clinical depression, schizophrenia, panic disorder, obsessive-compulsive behavior, and so on. Principal Investigators: Stanley Sue (Psychology) and David Takeuchi (NeuroPsychiatric Institute).
Oregon Survey Research Laboratory University of Oregon
The Polimetrics Laboratory for Political and Social Research The Ohio State University
Northridge Earthquake. This NSF-funded CATI study of 506 households in Los Angeles County, California, will determine earthquake preparedness measures taken before and after the January 17, 1994, Northridge Earthquake, personal experience of the earthquake, damage, injury, knowledge of agencies available for assistance, and perception of media coverage. Half the respondents were randomly selected using the Kish technique and half were selected using the next birthday method. Data collection was completed in December. Principal Investigator: Linda Bourque (School of Public Health). The National Human Activity Pattern Survey (NHAPS). This is an EPA-sponsored, national general population RDD survey of 9,386 respondents of all ages divided over each calendar quarter from 1992 through 1994. One selfor proxy report from a randomly selected adult or child in each sampled household is used. All activities for the day prior to the interview are elicited in an open-ended 24-hour recall time diary. Additional questions on home, school, and work exposure to environmental pol-lutants are asked. Principal Investigator: John Robinson; Data Analyst: Timothy Triplett.
Survey Research Center University of Georgia
Survey Research Center University of Utah
2120 Annex Building, University of Utah, Salt Lake City, UT 84112; 801-581-6491; Fax: 801-585-5489; E-mail: lois@src.sbs .utah.edu Utah, 1994 Report. SRC, the Univ. Center for Public Policy and Administration, the state's Dept. of Health, and the Governor's Commission on Criminal and Juvenile Justice are sponsoring this yearly survey of quality of life. It includes questions on 14 life domains, including physical and mental health, job security and financial hardships, crime, education, transportation, housing, and leisure time. RDD CATI interviews were obtained from 595 Utah adults. Director: Lois Haggard.
Quality of Life in
Utah Consumer Survey. This quarterly survey of Utah households provides information on state policy issues, employment, consumer perceptions and expenditures, savings and investment behavior, motor vehicle and home purchasing, health issues, and Utah tourism. RDD CATI interviews were conducted with 508 adults in January 1994, 508 in April, 507 South Carolina Student Treatment Needs Assessment. In this study, funded by the South Carolina Dept. of Alcohol and Other Drug Abuse Services through the Center for Substance Abuse Treatment, questionnaires are being administered to approximately 6,400 6th-through 12th-grade students in the state's public schools to measure student use of alcohol, marijuana, cocaine, heroin, and hallucinogens and to identify resulting treatment needs. Project Director: Robert Oldendick.
Southern Appalachian Leadership Initiative on Cancer. This study, funded by the Greenville (South Carolina) Hospital System, was designed to evaluate the effect of cancer awareness programs on women's health screening behavior. The study included items on awareness and use of cancer screening programs, knowledge of cancer screening, and health-related behaviors. In October, RDD CATI interviews were conducted with 1,180 women in target and control counties in Georgia, North Carolina, and South Carolina. Project Director: Robert Oldendick.
Update to List of Academic Survey Research Organizations
The following additions should be made to the list pub- 
Third International Blaise Users' Conference
The Third International Blaise Users' Conference, IBUC'95, will be held September 18-20, 1995, at Statistics Finland in Helsinki, Finland. The conference is held to promote the exchange of information among individuals dealing with computer-aided interviewing (CAI) and data collection through automation technology in general.
The program will cover a wide range of topics relevant to CAI, with particular emphasis on Blaise III. Proposed topics include but are not limited to Blaise ap-plications, case management, organizing CAI, data edit-ing strategies, reusable code, meta data management, interviewer training, computer-assisted coding, quality measurement, and Blaise III. One-page abstracts for contributed papers are due by March 15, 1995. There will be a conference fee of U. 
Automated SIC Coding
Representatives of the United States, Canada, and Mexico are currently engaged in a major effort to redesign the standard industrial classification (SIC) coding structure into a common industrial classification system, the North American Industrial Classification System (NAICS). One of the unique aspects of this effort is the work to identify or develop an automated coding system that can be released and/or certified for NAICS coding. As part of this effort, they are canvassing organizations in search of automated SIC coding systems that would be good models for such a system. They are looking for batch processing systems, real-time interaction systems (in which the respondent is being interviewed either in person or remotely, by an interviewer or by computer software), and computerassisted clerical coding systems. Users of such systems are being asked to fill out a short questionnaire. For further information, contact Martin Appel, U.S. Bureau of the Census, SRD Room 3000 FOB 4, Washington, DC 20233-4200; Internet: appel@census.gov; fax: 301-457-2299.
Personnel Notes
In October 1994, the U.S. Senate confirmed Martha Farnsworth Riche as the new Director of the U.S. Bureau of the Census. Prior to that time, she was Director of Policy Studies at the Population Reference Bureau. From 1978 to 1991, she served as an editor for American Demographics, Inc. She is Chair Elect of the Social Statistics Section of the American Statistical Assoc.
Oregon St., Ste. 300, Urbana, IL 61801-3327 or E-mailed to survey@vmd.cso.uiuc.edu. Names will be coded if requested. Research interests should include areas such as questionnaire design, computer-assisted data collection, cognition and survey measurement, interviewer effects, survey management, and the measurement and reduction of nonsampling errors. A doctorate in a relevant field is required. Applicants for a tenured appointment should have a strong publication record in survey methodology. A strong record in funded research is desirable. Send CV and names of three references to Dr. G. Kalton, Search Committee Chair, at the address given above. Reviews begin May 1, 1995, and will continue until the position is filled. For more information, contact Dr. Kalton at the number or E-mail address given above. The Univ. of Maryland is an EEO/AA employer. Women and minorities are encouraged to apply.
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